
ar
X

iv
:2

40
5.

13
41

7v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 2
2 

M
ay

 2
02

4

Detection of entanglement via moments of positive maps
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Abstract

We have reexamined the moments of positive maps and the criterion based on these moments

to detect entanglement. For two qubits, we observed that reduction map is equivalent to partial

transpose map as the resulting matrices have the same set of eigenvalues although both matrices

look different in same computational basis. Consequently, the detection power of both maps is

same. For 2⊗ 4 systems, we find that moments of reduction map are capable to detect a family of

bound entangled states. For qutrit-qutrit systems, we show that moments of reduction map can

detect two well known families of bound entangled states. The moments of another positive map

can detect the complete range of entanglement for a specific family of quantum states, whereas the

earlier criterion fails to detect a small range of entangled states. For three qubits system, we find

that applying reduction map to one of the qubit is equivalent to partial transpose operation. In

particularly, for GHZ state and W state mixed with white noise, all the moments of a reduction

map are exactly the same as the moments of partial transpose map.

PACS numbers: 03.65.Db, 03.65.Ud, 03.67.-a

a Email: mazharaliawan@yahoo.com or mazhar.ali@iu.edu.sa

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2405.13417v1


I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum entanglement not only defies our intuition about the physical world, but it also

has potential utilization for upcoming technologies [1, 2]. The theory of entanglement has

progressed over the last few decades. The characterization and detection of entanglement

is an active area of research and many people have devoted considerable efforts to this field

[3–5]. Despite all this progress, it is still a challenge to determine entanglement properties

of a given quantum state. For bipartite quantum systems with dimHAB ≤ 6, a necessary

and sufficient criterion (Peres-Horodecki criterion) to detect entanglement has been worked

out [6, 7]. Namely, this criterion says that for separable states the partial transpose of a

density matrix is positive (PPT). For all other higher dimensions of Hilbert space, being

PPT does not guarantee separability and quantum states might be entangled. Realignment

criterion [8, 9] is able to detect some PPT entangled states, however it fails to detect many

other entangled states. The problem of separability is much richer for multipartite quantum

systems, where we have fully separable states, biseparable states, fully inseparable states,

and genuine entangled states [10]. Several authors have studied the problem of entanglement

detection among multipartite systems [11–18].

Another issue in detection of entangled states in experiments is the quantum state to-

mography with large number of qubits. It is both hard and exhaustive to perform state

tomography for many qubits. It was found that partial transpose moments (PT-moments)

can quantify quantum correlations and they are more feasible than the state tomography.

In addition, it was found that PT-moments are related with randomized measurements

and few PT-moments are enough to describe separable states [19–22]. The local random-

ized measurements are also proposed to detect multipartite entanglement [23–28] and bound

entanglement [29]. The idea of PT-moments was extended to realignment matrix for a quan-

tum state. It was shown that the moments of a realigned matrix can detect some bound

entanglement [30]. Recently, the relationship between principle minors and PT-moments is

worked out where it was shown that all the PT-moments can be written as a simple function

of principle minors [31, 32]. A more general approach was recently introduced to define the

moments of positive maps which are not completely positive [33]. Based on moments of

positive maps, two criteria were proposed to detect entanglement. As transposition is a

positive map which is not completely positive, therefore PT-moments criterion is a special
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case of this general criterion. Although, the criteria based on moments of positive map were

able to detect entanglement for a specific family of quantum states, nevertheless there is

some range of parameter where these criteria fail to detect entangled states [33].

In this work, we propose a slight modification in criterion proposed in Ref.[33] and show

that our suggestion is capable of detecting entanglement completely for several families of

quantum states in various dimensions of Hilbert space. We also show that our proposal is

capable to detect the complete range of entanglement for a specific family of states where

the earlier criterion fails to do so. We find out that reduction map for qubits is equivalent

to partial transpose map as the resulting matrices give the same set of eigenvalues for both

maps. Consequently, the detection of entanglement is optimal for qubit-qubit system. We

also extend the idea of moments of positive map to multipartite systems. In multiqubits

systems, reduction map applied to anyone of the qubit is equivalent to partial transpose

map. For GHZ and W states mixed with white noise, we find that all the resulting moments

for reduction map are exactly same as PT-moments.

This work is organized as follows. In section II, we briefly describe positive maps which

are not completely positive and discuss the criteria for detection of entanglement. In section

III, we provide many examples of bipartite quantum states detected by our proposal. The

extension for multiqubits system is proposed in section IV and we conclude our work in

section V.

II. POSITIVE MAPS AND THEIR MOMENTS

Let H = HA ⊗HB be the bipartite finite dimensional Hilbert space. A mixed bipartite

quantum state ̺ ∈ H is a density matrix with positive semidefinitive eigenvalues and unit

trace. A density matrix is said to be separable (nonentangled) if it can be written as

̺AB =

n
∑

i

pi ̺
A
i ⊗ ̺Bi (1)

where pi ≥ 0 and
∑

i pi = 1. In general, it is not easy to verify for a given quantum state

whether it is a convex combination of product states. To find out whether a given quantum

state is entangled or not, is still an open question despite tremendous efforts in this area of

research [3, 4]. A necessary condition for separability is to check the partial transpose of the

density matrix. If (̺AB)TB is negative (having atleast one negative eigenvalue) then state ̺AB
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is entangled. This condition is a necessary and sufficient for 2⊗2 and 2⊗3 quantum systems.

However, for higher dimensions of Hilbert space, there are quantum states having positive

partial transpose (PPT) nevertheless entangled. Recently, partial transpose criterion was

reformulated via partial transpose moments (PT-moments). This was required to address

the issue of state tomography with large number of qubits or higher dimensional systems.

The PT-moments are defined as

pk = Tr [ (̺AB)TB)k ] , (2)

where k = 1, 2, . . . , d with d as dimension of Hilbert space H. It was found that we do

not have to compute all ′d′ PT-moment and few moments are sufficient to determine the

separability properties of the state. Let Bk(P ) are (k+1)× (k+1) Hankel matrices, defined

as
[

Bk(P )
]

= pi+j+1 , (3)

where i, j = 0, 1, . . . , k. First two Hankel matrices are given as

B1 =





p1 p2

p2 p3



 ,

B2 =











p1 p2 p3

p2 p3 p4

p3 p4 p5











. (4)

A criterion was formulated based on the Hankel matrices that for separable states, Hankel

matrices are positive, i.e., Bk ≥ 0. In our recent study, we have observed that for majority

of quantum states, only B1 and B2 are sufficient to determine the separability of a given

state. In addition, it is obvious from formulation of PT-moments that they can detect only

the NPT region of quantum states and can not detect PPT-entangled states or even genuine

entanglement in multipartite settings [31].

The concept and method of PT-moments to detect entanglement was extended to define

the realignment-moments [30] as

rn = Tr [ (R(ρAB)
n ] , (5)

where R(ρ) is the realigned matrix [8, 9]. As it is known that realignment criterion can detect

specific bound entangled states, therefore the Hankel matrices based on moments of realigned
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matrix are expected to detect some PPT-entangled states. However, we should keep in mind

that realignment criterion is unable to detect many other entangled states. Recently, the

more general approach to this problem was adopted to extend PT-moments to positive-map

moments (PM-moments) [33]. If Λ is a positive map but not completely positive then for a

separable state ρAB, the matrix I⊗Λ(ρAB) must have all positive eigenvalues. This condition

is both necessary and sufficient for detection of entanglement [7]. This means that if a given

quantum state σAB is entangled then there must exist a positive map, such that the matrix

I ⊗Λ(σAB) will have at least one negative eigenvalue. Therefore, it follows that the problem

of detection of entanglement is to find the positive maps which are not completely positive.

However, the issue is non-trivial because it is not easy to find the positive maps which are

not completely positive. Even if we are able to find a specific positive map, it is not clear

whether it will detect a given quantum state, because different positive maps may not detect

entanglement of a state.

The moments of a positive map are defined as

qk = Tr [ (I ⊗ Λ(ρAB) )
k ] , (6)

where Λ is a positive map but not completely positive. This is a more general definition and

PT-moments are a special case of this as transposition is a positive map but not completely

positive. Hence, in general, if we have some positive maps which are not completely positive,

then it is expected that moments of this maps should be able to detect some entangled states

including PPT-entangled states. Once, we have the PM-moments, we can write the first

two Hankel matrices

S1 =





q1 q2

q2 q3



 ,

S2 =











q1 q2 q3

q2 q3 q4

q3 q4 q5











. (7)

We can write the two general criteria for entanglement detection as follows:

Result 1: For a separable state ρAB, we have Sm(q) ≥ 0 for m = 1, 2, etc., and violation

means an entangled state for Sm(q) < 0.

This means that if Sm(q) < 0, the state is entangled, however, it may be that Sm(q) ≥
0 for entangled states as well. We also note that in general the operation I ⊗ Λ(ρAB)
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may not be trace preserving, so if we want, we may normalize the mapped matrix by

(I ⊗ Λ(ρAB))/Tr(I ⊗ Λ(ρAB)) with the consequence that q1 = 1, otherwise q1 6= 1. The

normalization process is not really required as the positivity or negativity of a matrix does

not depend on it. For a normalized matrix, the criterion proposed in Ref.[33] is q3 − q22 ≥ 0

for any positive map and for separable states. This criterion is called ’q3 − Λ’ criterion.

Result 2: For a separable state ρAB, the PM-moment q3 satisfies the relation

q3 ≥ αx3 + (1− α x)3 , (8)

where x = [α +
√

α((α + 1)q2 − 1) ]/[α(α + 1)] with α = ⌊1/q2⌋. This criterion is called

optimal PM-moment criterion or ’q3 − OΛ’.

In Ref.[33], the authors proposed ’q3−Λ’ and ’q3−OΛ’ as two criteria to detect entangled

states. However, as they have also provided the example that both of these criteria are unable

to detect the complete range of entanglement for the given quantum states. We provide

details for this situation in subsection below, where we discuss entanglement detection for

3 ⊗ 3 systems. We propose a modification in these criteria and suggest to use the Hankel

matrices Sm(q) for detection of entanglement such that Sm(q) < 0 means entangled states

with appropriate positive map for a given state. Because, as it is mentioned before, a

different positive map may not be able to detect entanglement of a given state. For most of

the cases, S1(q) and S2(q) would detect the complete range of entanglement. If needed, one

can add more moments and check S3(q).

III. BIPARTITE QUANTUM SYSTEMS

In this section, we provide several examples of bipartite quantum states detected by

criterion based on at least first two Hankel matrices. We also discuss some positive maps

which are not completely positive and their detection capability in each of subsections below.

A. Qubit-Qubit systems

This is the simplest bipartite quantum system. The separability problem for this di-

mension of Hilbert space is completely solved. Namely, all quantum states whose partial

transpose w.r.t any subsystem is again a density matrix, are separable. This system is
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also unique in the sense that several measures of entanglement have their explicit analytical

expressions available [3, 4]. Let Eij = |i〉〈j| be an elementary operator mapping an orthonor-

mal state |j〉 to an orthonormal state |i〉. Other than transposition, two positive maps which

are not completely positive [34, 35] can be written in terms of elementary operators as

Λ1(A) = E11AE
†
11 + E22AE

†
22 + E12AE

†
12

+E21AE
†
21 − (E11 + E22)A(E11 + E22)

† , (9)

and

Λ2(A) = (2E11 + E22)A (2E11 + E22)
† + E12AE

†
12

+E21AE
†
21 − (E11 + E22)A(E11 + E22)

† . (10)

Both maps are positive because they map positive matrices to positive matrices as

Λ1





a11 a12

a21 a22



 =





a22 −a12
−a21 a11



 , (11)

and

Λ2





a11 a12

a21 a22



 =





3 a11 + a22 a12

a21 a11



 . (12)

Note that the map Λ1 (this map is called the reduction map) in Eq.(9) swaps the diagonal

elements and introduces negative signs to off-diagonal elements, whereas Λ2 swaps the diag-

onal elements with addition of 3a11 with a22. We will show below that due to this reason, Λ2

is not a good map to detect entanglement whereas Λ1 is the best as it detects all entangled

states for qubit-qubit systems and some for three qubits as described in next section.

The map Λ1 in Eq.(9) when applied to qubit B of a qubit-qubit state, transforms the

quantum state as

I ⊗ Λ1















ρ11 ρ12 ρ13 ρ14

ρ21 ρ22 ρ23 ρ24

ρ31 ρ32 ρ33 ρ34

ρ41 ρ42 ρ43 ρ44















=















ρ22 −ρ12 ρ24 −ρ14
−ρ21 ρ11 −ρ23 ρ13

ρ42 −ρ32 ρ44 −ρ34
−ρ41 ρ31 −ρ43 ρ33















. (13)

We note atleast two important changes in the matrix. First, the off-diagonal elements ρ14

and ρ23 (they are the major contributors in entanglement of qubit-qubit quantum states)
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are not moved from their positions. Second, the diagonal elements are relocated and the

trace is preserved. This operation is in fact equivalent to partial transpose operation where

the diagonal elements are fixed in their positions but the elements ρ14 and ρ23 are swapped.

Although the resulting matrices after partial transpose operation and after applying the

map I ⊗Λ1 look different in the same computational bases, nevertheless both matrices have

the same set of moments. Hence detection of entanglement by PT-moments and moments

of map Λ1 is exactly same. In this sense they are equivalent maps.

Example 1: As a concrete example, let us consider Werner states of two qubits, defined

as

ρw = w |φ〉〈φ|+ 1− w

4
I4 , (14)

where 0 ≤ w ≤ 1, and |φ〉 = (|00〉+ |11〉)/
√
2 is the maximally entangled Bell state. These

states are entangled for w > 1/3. In Figure 1, we plot the minimum eigenvalues for Hankel

matrices resulting from positive maps Λ1 (Eq.9) and Λ2 (Eq.10). We observe that the first

Hankel matrix S1(q) for positive map Λ1 becomes negative S1(q) < 0 precisely for w > 1/3.

The first Hankel matrix related with second positive map Λ2 is positive and can not detect

any entanglement. However, the second Hankel matrix for positive map Λ2 becomes negative

for w > 0.7, hence detecting some entanglement but not in an optimal manner.

L1-->S1HqL

L2-->S2HqL

0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8
-0.10

-0.05

0.00

0.05

0.10

w

FIG. 1. (Color online) Entanglement is optimally detected by map Λ1 for w > 1/3. The other map

Λ2 is not optimal and only second Hankel matrix detects some entanglement. See text for more

descriptions.

8



We have checked for several two-qubit entangled states that S1(q) related with Λ1 is

always negative whenever B1(p) is negative and vice versa. The map Λ2 can not detect all

entangled states even with S2(q). Therefore, we conclude this subsection with observation

that Λ1 is the optimal map in detecting entanglement of 2 ⊗ 2 quantum systems and it is

equivalent to partial transpose map.

B. 2⊗ 4 system

This quantum system is the simplest bipartite system with the possibility of having PPT-

entangled states.

Example 2: The well known bound entangled states for 2⊗ 4 are given as

σb =
1

7b+ 1







































b 0 0 0 0 b 0 0

0 b 0 0 0 0 b 0

0 0 b 0 0 0 0 b

0 0 0 b 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1+b
2

0 0
√
1−b2

2

b 0 0 0 0 b 0 0

0 b 0 0 0 0 b 0

0 0 b 0
√
1−b2

2
0 0 1+b

2







































, (15)

where 0 < b < 1. The partial transpose of this matrix w.r.t A or B is positive (PPT), however

σb is entangled for 0 < b < 1[7]. It follows that PT-moments can not detect them. In order to

detect them via Eq.(7), we first need a positive map which is not completely positive. Strictly

speaking, we need a map Λb: B(C4) → B(C2) such that I2 ⊗ Λb(σb) < 0. Unfortunately, we

could not find such a map despite some efforts. It is known that finding this map may not be

easy. However, there exists a positive map (reduction map) Λ: B(C4) → B(C4), which is not

completely positive [34]. We show below that moments of this map can detect entanglement

for this state.

Let |ej〉 with j = 1, 2, 3, 4, be an orthonormal basis in C4. We define the elementary

operators by Eij = |ei〉〈ej| (we have 16 such operators). In addition, we define two operators

Fij = (Eii +Ejj)/
√
2 and Gij = (Eii −Ejj)/

√
2. Then the reduction map can be written as

Λ(X) =
∑

i 6=j

EijXE
†
ij +

∑

i 6=j

GijXG
†
ij −

∑

i 6=j

FijXF
†
ij , (16)
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whereX is a positive matrix. This map is capable to detect entanglement of bound entangled

states defined in Eq.(15).

S1HqL

S2HqL

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

b

FIG. 2. (Color online) Minimum eigenvalues of Hankel matrices S1(q) and S2(q) are plotted against

parameter b. First matrix fails to detect entanglement after b ≈ 0.12 shown by thick (blue) curve,

whereas the matrix S2(q) is negative for 0 < b < 1. See text for more details.

In Figure (2), we plot the minimum eigenvalues for the Hankel matrices S1(q) and S2(q)

against the parameter b. We observe that first three moments for the positive map can not

completely detect entanglement, whereas S2(q) is negative for entire range 0 < b < 1.

C. 3⊗ 3 system

It is known that qutrit-qutrit systems have PPT-entangled states as well as NPT and

separable states. There are several families of bound entangled states living in this dimension

of Hilbert space. It is clear by now that PT-moments are unable to detect bound entangled

states. However, we will demonstrate that moments of positive maps are very effective to

detect entangled states including PPT-entangled states.

First we define a positive map Φ1 which is not completely positive. This map takes
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operators from HA to HB. The map is defined as [35]

Φ1(A) = 2

3
∑

i=1

EiiAE
†
ii + E12AE

†
12 + E23AE

†
23

+E31AE
†
31 −

( 3
∑

i=1

Eii

)

A

( 3
∑

i=1

Eii

)†

. (17)

This map can not detect all entangled states, but it is very good to detect entanglement of

a specific family of quantum states defined in example 3.

Example 3: Let us consider a specific family of quantum states for 3 ⊗ 3, which are

defined as [36]

ρα =
2

7
|Ψ〉〈Ψ|+ α

7
σ+ +

5− α

7
σ− , (18)

where |Ψ〉 = (|11〉+ |22〉+ |33〉)/
√
3 is maximally entangled state, σ+ = (|12〉〈12|+ |23〉〈23|+

|31〉〈31|)/3, and σ− = (|21〉〈21|+ |32〉〈32|+ |13〉〈13|)/3 are separable states. The parameter

α has a range 2 ≤ α ≤ 5. It was shown that these states are separable for 2 ≤ α < 3, bound

entangled for 3 ≤ α ≤ 4, and free entangled (having negative partial transpose) for 4 < α ≤ 5

[36]. Recently, detection of entanglement by moments of positive maps for these states is

studied [33], where the authors showed that q3 − Φ criterion detects entanglement for α ∈
[3.1658, 5]. The q3−OΦ criterion detects entanglement for α ∈ [3.0291, 5]. The PT-moments

optimal criterion only detects entanglement for α ∈ [4.7259, 5]. This clearly demonstrate

that q3 − OΦ is more powerful criterion to detect entanglement for these quantum states.

However, strictly speaking, all of these criteria fail to detect entanglement for the range

α ∈ [3, 3.0291] where we already know that the quantum states are entangled. We show

below that with our proposal, we are able to detect the complete range of these entangled

states defined in Eq.(18).

In Figure (3), we plot the minimum eigenvalues for matrices S1(q) and S2(q). The matrix

S1(q) becomes negative for α > 3.1658 shown by thick (blue) curve, whereas the matrix

S2(q) becomes negative for 3 < α ≤ 5, detecting the complete range of entangled states.

Example 4: Let us consider another family of bound entangled states for 3⊗ 3 system

11



S1HqL

S2HqL

2.8 3.0 3.2 3.4
-0.2

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

Α

FIG. 3. (Color online) Minimum eigenvalues for Hankel matrices are plotted against parameter

α. The matrix S1(q) is negative for α > 3.1658, whereas S2(q) is able to detect entanglement for

3 < α ≤ 5.

[7]. These states are defined as

σa =
1

8a+ 1













































a 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 a

0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0

a 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 a

0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1+a
2

0
√
1−a2

2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0

a 0 0 0 a 0
√
1−a2

2
0 1+a

2













































, (19)

where 0 < a < 1. It is not difficult to find that partial transpose of these states w.r.t any

subsystem is positive, nevertheless the states are entangled [7]. We have observed that the

map Φ1 defined in Eq.(17) is unable to detect entanglement of these states. However, the

reduction map defined in Eq.(16) is capable of detecting the complete range of these bound

entangled states. We only need to write that map for qutrits as it was defined for operators

in Hilbert space with dimension 4. This process is fairly simple as for qutrits, we have 9

12



elementary operators Eij , 6 operators for each Gij and Fij with i 6= j. Therefore, it is

straightforward to write that map for qutrits.

S1HqL

S2HqL

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
-0.06

-0.04

-0.02

0.00

0.02

0.04

a

FIG. 4. (Color online) Minimum eigenvalues for matrices S1(q) (thick blue curve) and S2(q) (red

curve) are plotted against parameter a. See text for details.

Figure (4) depicts the minimum eigenvalues plotted against parameter a, for matrices

S1(q) and S2(q). We observe that matrix S1(q) is able to detect entanglement except for

some range, shown by thick (blue) curve. The matrix S2(q) is negative for the whole range

of parameter 0 < a < 1, detecting entanglement.

Example 5: As our last example for 3⊗ 3 systems, we consider the vectors [37]

|ψ0〉 =
1√
2
|1〉 ⊗ (|1〉 − |2〉) , |ψ1〉 =

1√
2
(|1〉 − |2〉)⊗ |3〉 ,

|ψ2〉 =
1√
2
|3〉 ⊗ (|2〉 − |3〉) , |ψ3〉 =

1√
2
(|2〉 − |3〉)⊗ |1〉 ,

|ψ4〉 =
1

3
(|1〉+ |2〉+ |3〉)(〈1|+ 〈2|+ 〈3|) . (20)

These vectors constitute the set of so called unextendible product basis (UPB). It follows

that the mixed state

̺ =
1

4

[

I−
4

∑

x=0

|ψx〉〈ψx|
]

(21)

is PPT as well as entangled. The reduction map for qutrits is able to detect these states as

the minimum eigenvalue for matrix S1(q) is equal to −9/[4(301 +
√
91177)].
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IV. THREE QUBITS SYSTEM

Let us consider three qubits, A, B, and C. The separability problem for multipartite

quantum systems is much richer than bipartite systems. Here we have several classes of

quantum states. A quantum state is called fully separable if it can be written as convex

combination of product vectors of each qubit, i.e., ρ =
∑

i piρA⊗ ρB ⊗ ρC . A quantum state

can be biseparable if the joint state of three qubits factors into AB and C as an example

and their mixtures. Biseparable states can be entangled between two parties and not be-

tween three parties. Then there are fully inseparable states and finally genuine multipartite

entangled states. For more details see Figure 1 in Ref. [10].

In our recent study, we have analyzed the PT-moments for three qubits system and have

found that PT-moments are only able to detect the NPT range of quantum states [31]. This

implies that PPT entangled states for three qubits can not be detected by PT-moments.

Let us consider that we apply a positive map Λc which is not completely positive, on qubit

C as

ρ̃C = I2 ⊗ I2 ⊗ Λc(ρABC) , (22)

where ρ̃C may not have unit trace. We can find the other matrices ρ̃B and ρ̃A by applying

the positive maps to parties B and A, respectively. We define the moments of this map as

follows:

rAn = Tr [ (ρ̃A)
n ] ,

rBn = Tr [ (ρ̃B)
n ] ,

rCn = Tr [ (ρ̃C)
n ] , (23)

where n = 1, 2, . . . , d with d as dimension of Hilbert space. Finally, we define the moments

of a positive map as

rn = (rAn r
B
n r

C
n )

1/3 . (24)

There are always the situations where rAn = rBn = rCn due to symmetry of quantum states.

In those cases, it is sufficient to take moments due to one partition. In any case, we can

construct the respective Hankel matrices Sn(r) and check the positivity/negativity of these

matrices.

14



Example 6: For three qubits, we take the GHZ state mixed with white noise, given as

ρGHZ = γ
I

8
+ (1− γ)|GHZ〉〈GHZ| , (25)

where 0 ≤ γ ≤ 1 and |GHZ〉 = 1/
√
2(|000〉+ |111〉). We apply the reduction map defined in

Eq.9 to qubit C. We have found out that all the moments of this positive map are exactly

the same as the moments for partial transpose map. We do not provide those moments as

they are mentioned in Ref.[31]. Therefore, the map defined in Eq.(9) is capable to detect

the complete range of ρGHZ as being NPT.

Example 7: The final example is W state mixed with white noise as

ρW = κ
I

8
+ (1− κ)|W 〉〈W | , (26)

where 0 ≤ κ ≤ 1 and |W 〉 = 1/
√
3(|001〉+ |010〉+ |100〉). Once again, we find that all the

moments of positive map defined in Eq.(9) are exactly the same as the moments for partial

transpose map. These moments are provided in Ref.[31]. Hence, this map is capable to

detect the NPT region of these states.

V. DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

We studied detection of bipartite and multipartite entanglement via moments of positive

maps which are not completely positive. Such maps and their moments can detect entangled

states. We proposed a slight modification in recently proposed criterion based on moments

of positive maps to detect entanglement. Our proposal improved the earlier criterion to

detect the complete range of entanglemnet for a specific family of states, where the earlier

criterion was detecting most of entanglement but failed to do so for some range of the

parameter. We provided many examples of bipartite quantum states which are completely

detected by our proposal. We found that reduction map is equivalent to partial transpose

map only for qubit-qubit system and for multiqubit system where map is applied to anyone

of the qubit. It is obvious that neither PT-moments nor reduction map can detect PPT

entangled states for three qubits. It remains to find the positive maps, which are capable

to detect entanglement of PPT entangled states of three qubits. For higher dimensional

systems reduction map is not equivalent to partial transpose map. There are still few issues

with positive maps which are not completely positive. First, even if we find a positive map

15



it is still not clear which entangled states it is capable of detecting. A different positive map

may or may not detect the same entangled states. Second, for a given entangled state, it

is not easy to find the positive maps which are not completely positive to detect the state.

We aim to address these issues in our future work.
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